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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-6, 9, 21-24, 26-29 and 31 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent No. 6650742 to Elliott et al in view of U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2001/0016507 
to Karusawa. 

Referring to claim 1, Elliott et al disclose a method for defense against an unwanted 
communication (col 1, lines 52-55, penalizing service, annoying voice call), comprising: 
identifying a communication channel to beneficiary of the unwanted communication by 
examining a content of the unwanted communication (col 1, lines 56-60, identifies a caller 
associated with a call) and striking back against the beneficiary (col 1, lines 60-65, charge the 
caller). Elliot et al do not disclose striking back against the beneficiary by sending a 
communication via the communication channel to the beneficiary. The examiner maintains that 
the concept of striking back against the beneficiary by sending a communication via the 
communication channel to the beneficiary was well known in the art as taught by Karusawa. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Karusawa shows identifying the call originator and sending 
back communication (page 3, paragraph 31). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elliot et al, to show a method for defense against an unwanted 
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communication, comprising: identifying a communication channel to a beneficiary of the 
unwanted communication by examining a content of the unwanted communication; striking back 
against the beneficiary by sending a communication via the communication channel to the 
beneficiary, as taught by Karusawa, the motivation being acknowledging and responding to a 
call originator (Karusawa, page 1, paragraph 12). 

Referring to claim 2, Elliott et al disclose the method of claim 1, wherein sending a 
communication via the communication channel that includes a request that the beneficiary cease 
further unwanted communications to a recipient of the unwanted communication (col 1, lines 52- 
55, penalizing service, it is inherent that the penalizing service is an indication that the recipient 
is asking the sender to cease further unwanted communication). Elliot et al do not disclose 
sending a communication via the communication channel to the beneficiary. The examiner 
maintains that the concept of sending a communication via the communication channel to the 
beneficiary was well known in the art as taught by Karusawa. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Karusawa shows identifying the call originator and sending 
back communication (page 3, paragraph 31). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elliot et al, to show sending a communication via the communication 
channel to the beneficiary comprises sending a communication via the communication channel 
that includes a request that the beneficiary cease further unwanted communications to a recipient 
of the unwanted communication, as taught by Karusawa, the motivation being acknowledging 
and responding to a call originator (Karusawa, page 1, paragraph 12). 
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Referring to claim 3, Elliott et al disclose the method of claim 1, wherein repeatedly 
sending the communication in accordance with a set of strike back parameters (col 1 , lines 60- 
65, charge the caller; also, col 5, lines 50-55, fine is chosen; col 1, lines 60-65, charge the caller). 
Elliot et al do not disclose sending a communication via the communication channel to the 
beneficiary. The examiner maintains that the concept of sending a communication via the 
communication channel to the beneficiary was well known in the art as taught by Karusawa. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Karusawa shows identifying the call originator and sending 
back communication (page 3, paragraph 31). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elliot et al, to show sending a communication via the communication 
channel to the beneficiary comprising repeatedly sending the communication in accordance with 
a set of strike back parameters, as taught by Karusawa, the motivation being acknowledging and 
responding to a call originator (Karusawa, page 1, paragraph 12). 

Referring to claim 4, Elliott et al disclose the method of claim 3, further comprising 
adjusting a cost imposed on the beneficiary with the communication by adjusting the strike back 
parameters (col 1, lines 60-65, charge the caller; also, col 5, lines 50-55, fine is chosen). 

Referring to claim 5, Elliott et al disclose the method of claim 1, wherein identifying 
comprises identifying a money input channel used by the beneficiary to obtain a benefit (col 1 , 
lines 56-60, identifies a caller; col 1, lines 60-65, charge the caller). 

Referring to claim 6, Elliott et al disclose the method of claim 1, wherein identifying 
comprises calling a phone number contained in the unwanted communication (col 4, lines 11-13, 
directory number corresponding to a voice call). 
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Referring to claim 9, Elliott et al disclose the method of claim 1, wherein identifying 
comprises performing a pattern match on a text of the unwanted communication (col 3, lines 10- 
14, predetermined set of conditions). 

Referring to claim 21, Elliott et al disclose a defense coordinator (col 1, lines 52-55, 
penalizing service) that obtains an identify request from a recipient of an unwanted 
communication and that in response identifies a communication channel to a beneficiary of the 
unwanted communication by examining a content of the unwanted communication (col 1 , lines 
56-60, identifies a caller associated with a call) and that performs a strike back against the 
beneficiary (col 1, lines 60-65, charge the caller). Elliot et al do not disclose that the strike back 
is performed by sending a communication via the communication channel to the beneficiary. The 
examiner maintains that the concept of strike back being performed by sending a communication 
via the communication channel to the beneficiary was well known in the art as taught by 
Karusawa. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Karusawa shows identifying the call originator and sending 
back communication (page 3, paragraph 31). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elliot et al, to show a defense coordinator that obtains an identify request 
from a recipient of an unwanted communication and that in response identifies a communication 
channel to a beneficiary of the unwanted communication by examining a content of the 
unwanted communication and that performs a strike back against the beneficiary by sending a 
communication via the communication channel to the beneficiary, as taught by Karusawa, the 
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motivation being acknowledging and responding to a call originator (Karusawa, page 1, 
paragraph 12). 

Referring to claim 22, Elliott et al disclose the defense coordinator (col 1, lines 52-55, 
penalizing service) of claim 21, wherein the communication includes a request that the 
beneficiary cease further unwanted communications to the recipient (col 1, lines 52-55, 
penalizing service, it is inherent that the penalizing service is an indication that the recipient is 
asking the sender to cease further unwanted communication). 

Referring to claim 23, Elliott et al disclose the defense coordinator (col 1, lines 52-55, 
penalizing service) of claim 21, wherein the communication channel is a money input channel 
used by the beneficiary to obtain a benefit (col 1, lines 56-60, identifies a caller; col 1, lines 60- 
65, charge the caller). 

Referring to claim 24, Elliott et al disclose the defense coordinator (col 1, lines 52-55, 
penalizing service) of claim 21, wherein the defense coordinator maintains a set of information 
pertaining to the beneficiary and determines a set of strike back parameters in response to the 
information and repeatedly performs the strike back in accordance with the strike back 
parameters (col 1, lines 60-65, charge the caller; also, col 5, lines 50-55, fine is chosen). 

Referring to claim 26, Elliott et al disclose a distributed strike back system comprising: 
recipient system of an unwanted communication (col 1, lines 52-55, penalizing service, annoying 
voice call); defense coordinator that obtains an identify request from the recipient system and 
that in response determines a set of strike back parameters that identify a communication channel 
to a beneficiary of the unwanted communication by examining a content of the unwanted 
communication (col 1, lines 56-60, identifies a caller associated with a call) and that sends the 
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strike back parameters to the recipient system (col 1, lines 60-65, charge the caller; also, col 5, 
lines 50-55, fine is chosen). Elliot et al do not disclose that the recipient system performs a strike 
back against the beneficiary by sending a communication via the communication channel to the 
beneficiary. The examiner maintains that the concept of the recipient system performing a strike 
back against the beneficiary by sending a communication via the communication channel to the 
beneficiary was well known in the art as taught by Karusawa. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Karusawa shows identifying the call originator and sending 
back communication (page 3, paragraph 31). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elliot et al, to show a distributed strike back system, comprising: recipient 
system of an unwanted communication; defense coordinator that obtains an identify request from 
the recipient system and that in response determines a set of strike back parameters that identify 
a communication channel to a beneficiary of the unwanted communication by examining a 
content of the unwanted communication and that sends the strike back parameters to the recipient 
system such that the recipient system performs a strike back against the beneficiary by sending a 
communication via the communication channel to the beneficiary, as taught by Karusawa, the 
motivation being acknowledging and responding to a call originator (Karusawa, page 1, 
paragraph 12). 

Referring to claim 27, Elliott et al disclose the distributed strike back system (col 1, lines 
52-55, penalizing service) of claim 26, wherein the communication includes a request that the 
beneficiary cease further unwanted communications to the recipient system (col 1, lines 52-55, 
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penalizing service, it is inherent that the penalizing service is an indication that the recipient is 
asking the sender to cease further unwanted communication). 

Referring to claim 28, Elliott et al disclose the distributed strike back system (col 1, lines 
52-55, penalizing service) of claim 26, wherein the communication channel is a money input 
channel used by the beneficiary to obtain a benefit (col 1, lines 56-60, identifies a caller; col 1, 
lines 60-65, charge the caller). 

Referring to claim 29, Elliott et al disclose the distributed strike back system (col 1, lines 
52-55, penalizing service) of claim 26, wherein the defense coordinator maintains a set of 
information pertaining to the beneficiary and determines the strike back parameters in response 
to the information such that the strike back parameters specify an intensity of the strike back 
against the beneficiary (col 1, lines 60-65, charge the caller; also, col 5, lines 50-55, fine is 
chosen). 

Referring to claim 3 1 , Elliott et al disclose the distributed strike back system (col 1 , lines 
52-55, penalizing service) of claim 26, wherein defense coordinator identifies the 
communication channel by performing a pattern match on a text of the unwanted communication 
(col 3, lines 10-14, predetermined set of conditions). 

3. Claims 7-8, 25 and 30 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6650742 to Elliot et al, in view of U.S. Patent App. No. 2002/0004800 to Kikuta et al. 

Referring to claim 7, Elliot et al disclose the identifying method of claim 1 (col 1, lines 
56-60, identifies a caller). Elliot et al do not disclose that the method comprises accessing a 
website specified in the unwanted communication. However, Kikuta et al show website browsing 
(page 7, paragraph 109, browse a web site). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Elliot et al to show identifying 
comprises accessing a website specified in the unwanted communication, as taught by Kikuta et 
al, the motivation being directing the bill to the appropriate caller (Elliot et al, col 1, lines 61-65). 

Referring to claim 8, Elliot et al disclose the identifying method of claim 7 (col 1, lines 
56-60, identifies a caller). Elliot et al do not disclose the method comprises exploring a web site 
specified in the unwanted communication to find a web page that is financially important to the 
beneficiary. However, Kikuta et al show website browsing (page 7, paragraph 1 09, browse a web 
site; it is also inherent that the website related to the unwanted communication will itself be or 
will contain information regarding the parent website which would be financially responsible). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elliot et al to show identifying comprises exploring a web site specified in 
the unwanted communication to find a web page that is financially important to the beneficiary, 
as taught by Kikuta et al, the motivation being directing the bill to the appropriate caller (Elliot et 
al, col 1, lines 61-65). 

Referring to claims 25 and 30, Elliott et al disclose the defense coordinator (col 1, lines 
52-55, penalizing service) of claim 24. Elliot et al do not disclose that the defense coordinator 
generates a web page that enables the beneficiary to stop the strike back. However, Kikuta et al 
show website browsing and requesting a key ID (page 7, paragraph 109, browse a web site). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elliot et al to show that the defense coordinator generates a web page that 
enables the beneficiary to stop the strikeback, as taught by Kikuta et al, the motivation being 
directing the bill to the appropriate caller (Elliot et al, col 1, lines 61-65). 
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Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 4/18/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that prior art does not disclose examining a content of the unwanted 
communication. Examiner respectfully disagrees. In col 1, lines 55-60, Elliot et show identifying 
a caller 'associated with a call 5 . This shows that the call was examined to identify the caller. 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Suhail Khan whose telephone number is (571) 272-7910. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8 am to 4:30 pm. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Joseph Field, can be reached 
at (571)272-4090. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
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may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free), 
sk 
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